knowledge of prime ministerial and party leadership in Britain. There was, however, no single career-defining contribution. The whole of his thinking on the subject always exceeded the parts of his writings.
King's Canadian background and formative academic years as an historian imparted an acute awareness of the prime ministership's comparative and historical context to his work. His writings also drew on a remarkable insight and understanding of real-world practice. King had met most of Britain's post-war prime ministers and enjoyed access to the circles in which they moved. He liked to tell the story of the time when, in 1964, he and David Butler had visited Number 10 Downing Street to interview Sir Alec Douglas-Home for that year's Nuffield election study. Both men soon realised that Sir Alec had set aside more time for the interview than they had prepared for. The two researchers did their best to improvise before the prime minister offered them a personal tour of the building. They gratefully accepted. Lastly, of course, King wrote about prime ministers in the same way he wrote about everything else: accessibly, brilliantly and clearly. Reading his work was always fun.
This essay explores King's contribution to the study of the British prime ministership. It first surveys the range of his writings and some of the themes that characterised his work. It then relates his work and thinking to claims about the 'presidentialisation' of the office. Finally, the essay draws on his work to consider the importance of the expectations surrounding the office. As Britain grapples with the challenges associated with Brexit, we should all take note of his counsel against expecting too much in the way of 'strong' prime ministerial leadership. In the three decades since King revised The British Prime Minister, the quantity and quality of the academic literature has improved somewhat. It is still thin when compared to the volume of research on the US presidency, but it would now be impossible to hold in two hands all the available books. The relevant article literature has also grown. Nearly 60 papers focusing principally on the prime ministership were published in just seven British political-science journals in the quarter-century between 1991 and 2016. 5 The topics covered included the prime minister's powers of appointment, their accountability to parliament, their roles in foreign-policy making, their temperament and psychological disposition, their media relations and profile, 4 their rhetoric, their institutional resources, their skills and style and even their overall success in office. Many more articles have been published in other general and more specialist journals.
King on the prime ministership
King's own contribution to the literature generally fell into-and often straddled-one of three broad categories. In the first category were a number of essays that focused on the institution of the prime ministership. During the early 1990s, for instance, King wrote about the conflicting principles that structured
Britain's political executive, how and when prime ministers impinged upon ministerial autonomy, and the power of British prime ministers compared with that of other 'chief executives' in Western Europe. 6 The last of these essays argued that, when measured in terms of a head of government's potential influence within her country's governmental structures, the British prime minister was one of the most powerful.
During the same period, King also wrote a survey article on the prime ministership for a special issue of West European Politics. It was probably the closest thing to a comprehensive statement of his interpretation of the office. 7 In this piece, he identified what he considered to be the seven basic 'requirements of the job': appointing and dismissing ministers; appointing the most senior civil servants; chairing cabinet and important cabinet-committee meetings; answering questions in of appointment to create a government more sympathetic to her programme, she worked remarkably long hours, and she dominated her colleagues, setting forth her views at the start of meetings and using the full force of her personality and intellect to argue her case. Lastly, Thatcher was successful, in that she largely achieved the extensive changes in policy that she sought. 9 For all these reasons, she greatly affected how academics and other politicians viewed the possibilities of the premiership.
It was the exceptional combination of Thatcher's motivation, instrumental dominance and success that piqued King's interest as a political scientist. To invoke Neustadt's distinction, Thatcher was the embodiment of a 'leader'-a chief executive who used her powers to advance her agenda-rather than a 'clerk'-a performer of routine roles. No less exceptional was Thatcher's 'outsider' style of leadership.
Because of her Lincolnshire background, gender and convictions, she was both a social outsider in her party and the wider 'establishment', and a psychological outsider in her self-identification and orientation towards them. Above all, she was a 6 tactical outsider in her behaviour: she showed 'comprehensive disdain for the norms, the conventions and the customary civilities of British political life.' 10 She rejected consensus and traditional ideas of cabinet government, she often sought to undermine established institutions, and she was often rude to those she did not esteem. If
Thatcher happened to be an interesting case-study of prime ministerial leadership, she was also a case-study in outsider leadership.
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The third broad category of Kings's work included essays that focused not so much on the job or those who did it, but on the getting of the job. Since being the leader of one of the major parties was a necessary if not sufficient condition for becoming prime minister, this third area of inquiry led King to consider the question of how and why parties selected their leaders. In the mid-1960s, for instance, he noted the different criteria seemingly applied in the election and selection respectively of Harold Wilson and Sir Alec Douglas-Home. Many Conservatives, he reckoned, were less affected less by calculations of 'electoral expediency' than their Labour counterparts. 12 Crucially, however, intra-party considerations were to the fore. Most of the time, King later wrote, party members look 'for the person who will lead the party best rather than the person who will lead the country best. The issue of who would make "the best prime minister" … scarcely arises.' 13 In the early 1990s King turned to another aspect of the getting of the job, this time the question of whether prime ministers' and party leaders' personalities, or, more precisely, their images, directly influenced election outcomes. Working with Ivor Crewe, King followed an essentially counter-factual line of inquiry: how would parties' vote shares have changed had the two major parties' leaders been switched at successive elections? 14 Their analysis, which drew on available individual-level survey data and came with plenty of health warnings, suggested that only in the close 7 races of 1964 and February 1974 had the personal appeal of the party leaders had a decisive impact on the result. In both cases, it was Wilson's relative popularity over Douglas-Home and Edward Heath respectively that gave Labour victory. This was not to say that leaders' images did not influence vote choice, only that they rarely determined the outcome.
Common threads
If the body of King's work on prime ministers can be divided into one of three categories, it can also be united by a number of themes. question. Thus, in one sense, and reflecting Neustadt's influence, he was interested in the scope for prime ministerial leadership. In another sense, he was interested not so much in whether leaders' images influenced vote choice but in whether they had a decisive impact on election outcomes. In yet another sense, and reflecting a concern that characterised all his academic work, King was interested in how prime ministerial behaviour affected the quality of government. In the 1960s, for example, he had first drawn attention to the potentially harmful administrative and policy consequences of frequent cabinet reshuffles. 20 Much later, in The Blunders of Our Governments, King, again with Ivor Crewe, made the same point. They also considered the comparatively small size of the prime minister's office and the role it had played in policy failures.
Some blunders had occurred in part because the prime minister of the day had lacked the clout to coordinate policy and ensure decisions were implemented. 21 They concluded that some additional capacity was probably needed to improve policy coordination from the centre.
The presidentialisation thesis
To repeat a point made in the introduction, King's contribution to our understanding and knowledge of the prime ministership was defined by a body of work rather than any single study. His writings advanced our knowledge, in general terms, about the office and its occupants. They also contributed to broader debates about the character There is, of course, nothing new in likening the prime minister to a president.
As the journalist Sidney Low observed as long ago as 1904,
The office of Premier has become more than ever like that of an elective President, since it has been held by a succession of able statesmen, who were unquestionably the real, as well as the nominal, chiefs of their parties, and generally stood far above all rivalry or competition on their own side. the same accretion within political parties; and increasingly personalised media coverage and electoral processes. Related to and potentially reinforcing these trends are deep-rooted changes in the character of electorates: class and partisan dealignment and declining levels of political engagement have arguably increased the importance of short-term leader evaluations in driving individual vote choice. 25 King accepted that the institutional resources at a prime minister's disposal had grown in recent years but was sceptical that they amounted to a serious empire.
He also recognised that elections and media coverage had become more personalised, and that leaders sometimes distanced themselves from their parties. Yet, in the first instance, there was no evidence that leaders' images were increasingly determining election outcomes over other factors; and, in the second, Thatcher's and Blair's outsider leadership had earlier precedents.
King robustly challenged the presidentialisation thesis in his 2007 book The
British Constitution, dismissing the idea that the prime ministership had become a 'super presidency … endowed with plenipotentiary and almost preternatural powers'. 26 Rather, the office was simply what it had been for a long time: the headship of government in a parliamentary system that, given the right circumstances, was capable of sustaining dominant leaders. For King, claims to the contrary rested on 'bad geometry' and a poor sense of history. It was not the case that prime ministers had become consistently more dominant within their own governments. There was no such straight line. There had always been dominant prime ministers, and there had always been weaker prime ministers. John Major followed Margaret Thatcher, just as Lord Rosebery had followed William Gladstone a century earlier. Moreover, being the focus of media attention was a double-edged sword. If it empowered prime ministers when things were going well, it made them more vulnerable when things went badly.
King's rejection of presidentialisation had much to do with an enduring commitment to conceptual and analytical clarity. As Keith Dowding has convincingly argued, the notion of presidentialisation does little to promote either. 27 It is a mediafriendly term, to be sure, but masks conceptually and analytically distinct processes of personalisation and policy centralisation, both of which play out in different ways in parliamentary and presidential systems. Moreover, as King alluded to in his own work, many commentators and politicians tend to invoke presidentialisation both to describe and explain prime ministerial dominance. In doing so, they conflate the dependent variable-an alleged increase in the prime minister's potential influencewith the independent variables-the factors that allegedly explain it-specifically the prime minister's celebrity and their slightly expanded resources.
That said, while King rejected the notion of presidentisalisaion as an accurate or useful analytical framework, he recognised that its prominence in contemporary discourse could potentially shape the mindset and behaviour of politicians. With New
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Labour very much in mind, King considered the circumstances in which party politicians might expect a prime minister to be dominant:
It is just conceivable that the members of an administration, especially the members of an incoming administration, with few ministers who had previously served in government, might actually want the prime minister to be dominant. Alternatively they might have come to believe that dominant premiers were, as a matter of fact, the norm, and on that basis they might well have come to regard prime ministerial dominance as normal and, therefore, as acceptable. 28 King thought that such circumstances were likely to be rare and transient, however, since ministers would soon find their feet and develop their own power base within government. Nevertheless, expectations mattered; and expectations could potentially be shaped by others' belief in presidentialisation.
Overloaded expectations?
King's point about the importance of expectations brings us to the final part of this essay: the nature of contemporary expectations surrounding the prime ministership.
There can be little doubt that many voters, journalists and politicians expect a great deal from British prime ministers-and, since they are potential prime ministers, from party leaders. Many people seemingly expect prime ministers to provide a clear sense of policy direction. They expect prime ministers to manage and dominate their colleagues. They expect prime ministers to respond to all emergencies and resolve all problems. They expect prime ministers to take the decisions. In short, many people expect them to be strong leaders. For Archie Brown, the 'myth of the strong leader' and the widely-held view that such leaders are to be preferred to those who operate differently, has become all pervasive in contemporary democratic politics. If some features of the system help to reinforce a demand for strong leadership, it is clear is that those expecting prime ministers to be consistently dominant are likely to be hugely disappointed. In the British system, executive authority remains fundamentally vested in cabinet, collectively, and secretaries of state, individually. Even if prime ministers were endowed with superhuman intelligence and ability, they would still lack the powers and resources to dominate. In his last published article, King looked at the relationship between 'strong' and 'successful' executive leadership, and concluded that the relationship in Britain was 'tenuous and may even, possibly, be negative'. 35 He wrote these words before 
